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Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O.Box 1450 
Alexandria,VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Further to the Notice of Appeal filed herewith, and prior to the filing of an Appeal 
Brief, Applicant respectfully requests review of the following rejections: 1) claims 25, 29 
and 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Mutzenberg et al. (U.S. Patent 4,250,172); 2) claims 
33, 34, 36 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Sicard (U.S. Patent 3,674,154); and 3) claim 
32 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Mutzenberg et al. in view of Sicard. 

On page 3, paragraph number 5, of the September 8, 2005 Office Action, the 
Examiner alleges that Sicard discloses a second mesh layer in column 1, lines 60-63, and that 
the second mesh layer inherently has filaments extending in a first and second direction, and 
thus meets the limitation of claim 33 of one or more first reinforcing filaments produced by 
brazing and engaged with the second plurality of filaments to reinforce the second plurality of 
filaments in the first direction, and one or more second reinforcing filaments produced by 
brazing and engaged with the first plurality of filaments to reinforce the first plurality of 
filaments in the second direction. ,: *V. " 

As discussed on page 4 of the July 25, 2005 response, Sicard discloses an inner screen 
12 that may be a rolled up sheet of woven wire mesh and an outer layer 14 of coarser and 
stronger perforated material. The layers 12 and 14 may be, and frequently are, bonded 
together by brazing or sintering and the longitudinal seams are usually secured by welding. 
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There is no disclosure or suggestion that the perforated outer layer 14 of Sicard has 
first and second filaments extending in first and second directions, respectively. The 
Examiner has also not presented any basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to support the 
conclusion that the perforated outer layer 14 necessarily includes first and second filaments 
extending in first and second directions, as required by MPEP § 21 12. 

Claim 33 also recites that the first and second reinforcing filaments are produced by 
brazing and engaged with the second plurality of filaments and the first plurality of filaments, 
respectively. Although Sicard discloses that the inner layer 12 and the outer layer 14 may be 
bonded together by brazing, there is no disclosure or suggestion that such bonding by brazing 
produces first and second reinforcing filaments extending in first and second directions, 
respectively, and engaged with the filaments of the inner screen 12 to reinforce the filaments 
of the inner screen 12. The Examiner has also not provided any basis in fact and/or technical 
reasoning to support the conclusion that such features are inherently disclosed by Sicard. 
Claim 36 recites that the first and second reinforcing elements are produced by welding. As 
discussed on page 4, last paragraph, of the July 25, 2005 response, Sicard merely discloses 
that the longitudinal seams of the inner layer 12 and the outer layer 14 are secured by welding. 
Sicard does not disclose or suggest first and second reinforcing filaments produced by 
welding and extending in first and second directions; 5 respectively, and engaging second 
filaments and first filaments, respectively, of the inner layer 12. The Examiner has also not 
provided any basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to support the conclusion that Sicard' s 
perforated layer 14 inherently or necessarily includes first and second filaments. 

With respect to claim 25, on page 4, lines 6-1 1, of the September 8, 2005 Office 
Actions states: "Therefore, it is the Examiner's position that because Mutzenberg discloses 
adding one or more layers of scrim material, this anticipates Applicant's disclosure of a 
woven screen having woven reinforcing filaments. Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
Examiner is equating Mutzenberg' s disclosure of intertwinement of the fibers of the various 
layers to Applicant's disclosure of the reinforcing filaments being woven with the woven first 
and second plurality of filaments." 

It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's equating of the one or more layers of 
scrim material suggested by Mutzenberg et al. does not anticipate claim 25. Claim 25 recites 
one or more first reinforcing filaments woven with the second plurality of filaments and one 
or more second reinforcing filaments woven with the first plurality of filaments. 
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Mutzenberg et al. disclose that each of their layers V of textile fibers are separated by 
layers S of granular agent. None of the filaments of the top layer V shown in Figure 1 of 
Mutzenberg et al. is woven with any of the filaments of the intermediate or bottom layers V. 
The three layers V of textile fibers shown in Figure 1 are separated by the layers S of granular 
material. Note also claim 1 of Mutzenberg et al. in which they claim their invention to be at 
least one layer of granular material located between at least two layers of fibrous material, 
wherein the layers of fibrous material are mechanically linked together by needling. 

With respect to the intertwinement disclosed by Mutzenberg et al., as discussed on 
pages 5-6 of the July 25, 2005 response, the intertwinement of the layers Vo, Vm, and Vu by 
the needle penetration P does not correspond to the claimed one or more first reinforcing 
filaments woven with the second plurality of filaments and one or more second reinforcing 
filaments woven with the first plurality of filaments. Firstly, as previously argued, the layers 
V of textile fibers are partly unwoven, so that some of the fibers (i.e., the unwoven fibers) can 
be transported by needling through the layers' S of granular agent and be interlocked to the 
other layers V. The needling operation is performed such that the seams N are in parallel 
rows at a distance A between the rows. As clearly shown in Fig. 2, the seams N extend in 
only one direction. The needling operation of Mutzenberg et al. clearly cannot correspond to 
first and second reinforcing filaments woven with second and first filaments extending in 
second and first directions, respectively. 

With respect to claim 32, as neither Mutzenberg et al. nor Sicard disclose or suggest 
reinforcing filaments in a first direction and a second direction transverse to the first direction, 
the combination would fail to include all the limitations of claim 32 and would fail to present 
a prima facie case of obviousness. 
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